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Abstract
Bioenergy is an important renewable energy option worldwide, but the industry 
is susceptible to a myriad of risks including biomass supply, of which drought plays 
a role. Crops yields decrease during drought, increasing year-to-year risk for the 
agricultural industry. For the renewable energy industry, in particular, the effect 
of drought on crops is substantial and complex. This chapter discusses the current 
state of knowledge regarding how drought affects biomass destined for renewable 
energy as it relates to dry biomass yields and chemistry, the latter of which heavily 
impacts cost of production and final product yields. Advanced supply systems are 
one option for reducing biomass supply risk. These systems lead to higher, less vari-
able crop yields during uncontrollable events like drought; however, the quality of 
material supplied in a drought year may still vary as drought impacts plant chem-
istry. This chapter provides analysis for chemical composition of four bioenergy 
crops observing that both carbohydrates and lignin decrease during a drought year 
compared to a year with minimal to no drought. These chemical changes can impact 
biochemical conversion through inhibitor formation and altering degradability 
during pretreatment.
Keywords: bioenergy, drought, chemical composition, inhibitors, yield,  
supply system, biorefinery
1. Introduction
Bioenergy is one of a portfolio of renewable energy options used worldwide to 
support efforts to decrease use of fossil fuels and support energy security policies. 
By 2050, the total world bioenergy potential is predicted to meet 25–33% of the 
world’s energy demand [1]. One study estimates that in the U.S., by 2040, more 
than 1 billion tons of biomass could be available for use in the bioenergy industry; 
however, the water consumption necessary to support these crops is a clear concern, 
and recent analyses investigate scenarios with purpose grown energy crops that 
are assumed to be rain fed rather than irrigated [2]. Energy crops are an important 
strategy for the emerging bioenergy industry, but erratic environmental factors 
remain a risk with drought being a major factor affecting crop production, particu-
larly for crops grown without irrigation. Widespread droughts covering 30% of the 
U.S. have occurred every decade since 1900, and drought frequency has increased 
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in recent decades [3, 4]. To make matters worse, extreme weather events, like 
drought, are predicted to become more prevalent under future climate scenarios 
with corresponding decreases in gross primary productivity [5–8]. The economic 
impacts of drought are exemplified by the $30 billion in losses from a recent U.S. 
nationwide drought in 2012 that primarily impacted the agricultural industry as a 
result of outcomes such as a 27% reduction in U.S. corn grain yields [9]. These yield 
losses pose considerable risk for biomass producers and biorefineries that already 
have substantial startup challenges to overcome [10].
Drought conditions lead to increased use of water resources in irrigated areas, 
but in non-irrigated fields obtaining necessary crop yields is a challenge. Corn, 
wheat, and barley grain yields have been shown to decrease as a result of drought 
[11–13]. Of importance to bioenergy technology developers planning to use ligno-
cellulosic biomass, dry biomass yields of corn stover, switchgrass, and Miscanthus 
grown in research plots were reduced in the 2012 drought when compared to yields 
in 2011 and 2013 [14]. Even crops that have been reported to have some level of 
drought tolerance, like sorghum and switchgrass, had significant yield reductions 
during drought, 40–80% in some cases, even though the plants often survive the 
drought stress [15–17].
Drought is a major risk for producers and biorefineries relying on consistent and 
high crop yields; however, for the renewable energy industry the effect of drought 
on crops can be even more substantial and complex. The objective of this chapter 
is to discuss how biomass destined for renewable energy is affected by drought as 
it relates to overall dry biomass yields and chemistry, the latter of which heavily 
impacts cost of production and final product quality. The chapter proceeds with 
a discussion of how drought related risks impact the supply chain and strategies 
for risk reduction through thoughtful design of logistics systems for biorefineries. 
Finally, the chemical analysis of a variety of bioenergy crops grown during severe 
drought conditions as part of a set of long-term nationwide field trials will be 
discussed along with the state of knowledge regarding how these changes impact 
conversion to biofuels and products.
2. Reduction of bioenergy industry risk through supply system design
In bioenergy, the risks are as diverse as the economic agents that make up the 
industry. From the beginning of the supply chain, the risks farmers face are differ-
ent from the risks aggregators face. Aggregators, the people who harvest, collect, 
and transport feedstocks to the biorefinery, face different risks than owners and 
managers of the biorefinery. While some risks in bioenergy apply across these 
agents, e.g., the risk that a market for the finished product might not exist, the fact 
that risk is perspective dependent means that one must be precise about whose risks 
are under discussion. This section considers one type of risk, supply risk, which 
biorefinery owners and managers face because of the role that drought and weather 
variability play.
Risk is a concept to measure ‘unwanted’ events. At the biorefinery, supply risk 
means that management must engage in unwanted, costly activity if the chance 
of insufficient feedstock supply delivered to the biorefinery for conversion mate-
rializes; thus the plant cannot run at full capacity. Risk is the probability of an 
unwanted event occurring multiplied by the consequence [18]. For management, 
this means that if the feedstock supply is lower than the full capacity of the plant 
then at least two undesirable events are realized [19, 20]. First, the amount of prod-
uct created at the plant is reduced meaning that the unit cost of production, and the 
price necessary to cover costs, increases. The plant must utilize the same amount of 
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resources to run the facility at full capacity as when it runs at less than full capacity, 
thus driving up unit cost. The second is that, in order to overcome the first undesir-
able outcome, management must seek out additional sources of feedstock supply. 
Because the additional supply is not placed under the contract managers have with 
growers for the initial supply, making up the short fall, too, is costly [20].
Depending on the nature of the risk under analysis, different approaches for 
mitigation apply [21]. Supply risk is considered non-systematic or diversifiable risk 
because yield uncertainty is not correlated with risks in other parts of the economic 
system. For example, crop yield does not correlate with stock market performance 
but instead with climate variability. For a biorefinery manager, non-systematic risk 
means that diversification is a strategy to mitigate weather variability. To illustrate 
how diversifying the feedstock supply allows the manager to mitigate risk, this sec-
tion proceeds as follows. First, a description of the biomass feedstock supply chain 
provides a picture of how risk enters the system through yield uncertainty. Then an 
example illustrates how alternative supply system design enables mitigating supply 
risk caused by weather events, such as drought.
2.1 Supply chain
Possible biomass supply system configurations are numerous, but are typically 
classified in two ways: non-distributed and distributed. The non-distributed supply 
systems, also termed conventional supply systems, have been the systems of choice 
for the pioneer, or first-built biorefineries [22]. Non-distributed supply systems 
tend to be vertically integrated with a specific user. This means the biorefinery 
manages the supply chain from the time the biomass leaves the field to the time 
it enters the gates of the biorefinery. The materials are delivered in a minimally 
processed state and the burden of controlling and mitigating feedstock variability 
is placed on the users at the biorefinery. Non-distributed systems are typically 
sited in areas with an abundance of easily accessible and low-cost resources. The 
location of the pioneer biorefineries, as expected, have all been developed in areas 
with concentrated supplies of biomass known as supply sheds. While supply chains 
developed using this design are relatively uncomplicated and inexpensive, the 
biorefineries are limited to a small draw radius, due to the expenses associated with 
transporting material in the available formats. The relatively small supply shed may 
impact the ability for the biorefinery operators to mitigate feedstock quality issues 
with the resources available and potentially not be able to meet resource demands if 
there is a catastrophic event within the supply shed [23, 24].
The alternative, distributed supply system, sometimes called an advanced sup-
ply system, is a series of processing depots or terminals that are used to concentrate 
material from a small geographic region, near the point of production, and prepare 
it for use at a single or multiple facilities. This model is similar to how grain eleva-
tors work, the grain from local fields is aggregated and sold into a larger market. 
And, similar to logistics in grain supply systems, the processing depots may be 
owned by parties other than biorefinery owners. However, instead of simply 
holding the material for sale, the depots produce a stable, tradable intermediate 
product, which can be sold in a variety of markets. For a biorefinery, the largest 
benefit of the distributed supply system is having access to a larger supply shed 
for material. Biomass quality (e.g., ash and moisture content) is highly variable 
both spatially and temporally [23]. Through sourcing the material from a series 
of depots, biorefinery operators are able to specify the desired quality attributes 
of the material, and the burden of delivering material within the specifications is 
borne by the owners and operators of the depot. Although the cost of distributed 
supply systems seems high compared to a non-distributed system, given the 
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requirements for additional infrastructure and increased transportation, system-
wide benefits may offset costs [19]. The next section illustrates this point with an 
example of risk mitigation.
2.2 Mitigating drought risk
Figure 1 illustrates both the distributed and non-distributed, stylized supply 
chain configurations situated on a map of the Midwest United States. The panel on 
the left shows the location of a biorefinery and 10 potential sites for biomass depots. 
Multiple processing depots represent the advanced (distributed) case. The black 
lines illustrate the supply shed radius, which is the geographic area from which 
biorefinery management collects feedstock. In the conventional (non-distributed) 
case, the supply radius is 50 miles and the supply shed consists of fields near to 
the biorefinery. The dotted, black line next to the biorefinery shows the 50 miles 
radius. Economically constrained by transportation costs, in the conventional case 
management must contract with growers in near proximity to the biorefinery. 
On the other hand, the wider, solid black line encompasses the network of depots 
in the advanced supply case. Because of preprocessing, the economic constraint 
pushes the supply radius out to 400 miles, thus significantly expanding the supply 
shed. This enables management to contract with growers at much greater distance. 
The heat-map shading shows differing levels of drought intensity; red and orange 
illustrate greater drought intensity and blue a lesser amount.
The Year-A, Year-B designation in the left and right panels, respectively, shows two 
possible weather outcomes, generated with historical data. In Year-A the map does 
not show adverse weather events for either supply shed but in Year-B it shows adverse 
weather in much of the supply shed for both cases. While in Year-A none of the growers 
in the 50 miles supply shed experience detrimental impacts to crop yield from weather, 
in Year-B the growers next to the biorefinery collectively face the same adverse weather. 
By contrast, and looking at the 400 mile supply shed, growers in the northeast of the 
supply shed do not experience the adverse weather of much of the rest of the supply 
shed. A simulation model is a useful, analytic tool to understand how weather variabil-
ity under these two supply chain configurations affect supply risk at the biorefinery.
Suppose management of the biorefinery in Figure 1 contracts with growers 
for residual corn stover to procure feedstock to run a biorefinery with nameplate 
Figure 1. 
Comparing two supply chain options under two weather scenarios based on historical data. Year A (left) has 
no adverse weather events, while year B (right) has moderate to severe drought covering much of the supply 
shed for both supply chain options [25].
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capacity of 800 thousand tons per year. In the conventional case and in the advanced 
case, management contracts with the same number of growers. In the conventional 
case farmers face the same distribution of yield uncertainty. In the advanced case the 
10 distributions of uncertainty represent 10 separate regions of the supply shed.
Figure 2 shows the histogram of potential outcomes that result from a 
Monte Carlo simulation of the manager’s contract options. The simulation 
utilizes parameters for yield, ash content, and dry matter loss that are repre-
sentative of corn stover in the Midwest. The conventional case shows that on 
average, the manager will receive 751 thousand tons of biomass at the plant, 
but the range of possibilities extends from as little as 400 thousand tons to just 
over 1 million tons. In the advanced case, the histogram shows that the manager 
could expect on average 955 tons of biomass with a range of 800 thousand tons 
up to 1 million tons.
The results in the histogram illustrate the potential for risk reduction available to 
the manager by diversifying the supply portfolio. Much like one diversifies a finan-
cial retirement portfolio to mitigate risk, advanced supply configurations enable 
the same strategy. Managers at the biorefinery can mitigate drought-induced supply 
risk by diversifying the biorefinery’s supply portfolio across a larger supply shed.
3. Drought impacts on chemical composition and conversion
3.1 Biomass chemical composition
The biomass supply risks related to drought are substantial and unfortunately 
extend to biomass quality as well as overall yields as discussed above. Crop yields 
are often reduced during drought conditions as plants do not have the water needed 
for basic functions like maintaining cell turgor pressure and performing photosyn-
thesis [26]. The impact of drought conditions on yield as well as plant biochemical 
functions is complex and different plant types, species, and genotypes may vary 
in their tolerance and responses to drought [27, 28]. Species like Miscanthus are 
reported to be more sensitive to water deficiencies [29] while crops like sorghum 
[16], reed canary grass [27], and switchgrass [27, 30] display some level of drought 
tolerance. In addition, plants use different survival strategies to deal with environ-
mental stressors; for example, there is less carbohydrate hydrolysis in cool-season 
forbs than in cool-season grasses during osmotic stress that occurs when plants 
Figure 2. 
Histogram of simulated feedstock outcomes under two supply chain configurations [25].
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experience drought requiring plant cell walls to compensate for the external changes 
in water with solute concentrations [31]. Soluble sugar synthesis in plants has been 
shown to occur in response to water stress in order to increase osmotic potential 
with significant accumulation of soluble sugars measured in switchgrass exposed to 
drought conditions [32].
Complicating reductions in crop yields, plants experience compositional 
changes during drought; increased extractive components, including soluble sug-
ars, and decreased structural sugars were reported for important potential bioen-
ergy crops like switchgrass, Miscanthus, mixed grasses, and corn stover [26, 32–34]. 
Studies have even observed reduced lignification in some cases possibly resulting 
from decreased plant growth as well as changes in lignin component distribution in 
plant cells impacting cell wall degradability [33–35]. These compositional changes 
can greatly impact yield of bioenergy conversion products from these biomass 
resources. It should also be noted that if these decreases in lignocellulosic compo-
nents are compounded with decreases in dry biomass yield the estimated product 
yield can be even further reduced in drought-stressed crops [33].
To demonstrate the effect of large-scale drought on plant composition, data 
collected through the Regional Feedstock Partnership (RFP) was analyzed [36]. The 
RFP completed long-term field trials beginning in 2008 for potential bioenergy crops 
grown across the U.S. unintentionally providing a unique snapshot of how drought 
could impact the bioenergy industry when nationwide drought covered 65% of the 
continental U.S. in 2012 during the field trials [36–38]. Four RFP crops—Miscanthus, 
mixed grasses, switchgrass, and energycane—were selected to examine the impact 
of drought on plant chemistry. Each crop field site, according the U.S. Drought 
Monitor [37], experienced a year with drought conditions and a control year with 
minimal to no drought (Figure 3). Miscanthus, mixed grasses, and switchgrass data 
were from 2010, non-drought control year, and 2012, a year with significant drought. 
Miscanthus was located in Saunders County, NE; switchgrass in Day County, SD; and 
mixed grasses in Ellis County, KS each grown under three nitrogen application levels 
with three to four replicates. In Tift County, GA, where the energycane field site was 
located, a drought occurred in 2011 as opposed to 2012, and the non-drought control 
year used was 2009 as shown in the insets in Figure 3. Five genotypes were each 
grown on three replicate plots for the energycane field site.
Across four crop types, multiple energycane genotypes, and a variety of 
nitrogen fertilizer treatments, it is clear that biomass from drought years had lower 
lignocellulosic components than non-drought years, depicted by the differences in 
glucan, xylan, and lignin greater than zero (Figure 4a–c). Glucan was as much as 
10% lower for biomass produced during a drought year (Figure 4a), while lignin 
was up to 5.5% lower (Figure 4c) and xylan up to 3.5% lower (Figure 4b). These 
differences are hypothesized to result from less lignification during reduced plant 
growth and increased synthesis of soluble components that support osmoregula-
tion, in favor of synthesis of lignocellulosic components as hypothesized in previ-
ous studies [17, 33, 39]. It should be noted that not all research plots included in 
the analysis had greater lignocellulosic components in a non-drought year (differ-
ences less than zero shown by dotted lines in Figure 4), which is probably a result 
of the complex agronomic and environmental factors that can simultaneously 
impact plant yield and composition. Previously reported results on similar RFP 
samples indicated that along with the year-to-year variability, including drought 
and non-drought years, agronomic factors of nitrogen treatment and genotype 
also significantly impacted biomass yields and sustainability measurements [36]. 
Future studies are necessary to examine the complexity of the combination of 
these factors using multivariate analysis techniques that include, but are not lim-
ited to, drought. In addition, compositional changes in response to drought in the 
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literature are mixed. A number of studies report hemicellulose and lignin contents 
decreasing after drought treatments [33–35, 40], and in contrast other studies 
report hemicellulose and lignin contents remaining unchanged or increasing under 
drought conditions [33, 39, 41]. These differences are not completely understood; 
however, studies have suggested they arise from differences in drought severity 
and timing [33, 34, 39], genetics [35], and species specific differences [31, 42]. In 
addition, other environmental parameters like soil nutrient content and texture, 
timing of precipitation, growing degree days, and optimal growing temperatures 
also likely play a role.
3.2 Biochemical conversion processes
Drought-induced alterations to plant composition can significantly impact the 
yield of conversion products. Changes in biomass composition were exhibited by 
Figure 4. 
Difference between percent glucan (a), xylan (b), and lignin (c) content for four crops grown in a year with 
minimal to no drought and a year with drought conditions shown in Figure 3. Dotted lines represent no 
difference. Energycane—n = 15, Miscanthus—n = 12, mixed grasses—n = 9, and switchgrass—n = 11.
Figure 3. 
U.S. Drought Monitor maps displaying continental U.S. drought conditions prior to the time of harvest in 
October 2010, a year with minimal drought, and 2012, a year with drought conditions covering much of 
the U.S. The inset displays Georgia drought conditions for October 2009 and 2011. Blue shapes indicate the 
approximate location of each biomass crop: triangles ( ) for Miscanthus, circles ( ) for mixed grasses, diamonds 
( ) for switchgrass, and stars ( ) for energycane.
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RFP crops in response to drought stress, where the combined reduction of both 
structural carbohydrates and biomass yield led to an average 10–15% decrease in 
theoretical ethanol yield per Mg of dry biomass for Miscanthus, corn stover, and 
mixed perennial grasses [33]. In the 2012 drought year, mixed grasses grown in 
Kansas had only 10% of the dry biomass yield obtained in the non-drought year 
and Miscanthus dry biomass yield in Nebraska was reduced by an average of 14% 
[38]. These dry biomass decreases coupled with carbohydrate reductions shown 
in Figure 4 severely reduce theoretical product yields. Interestingly, energycane 
in Georgia and switchgrass in South Dakota did not have dramatic decreases in 
above-ground biomass yield, which may be due to strong responses to other factors 
like temperature in the case of energycane, and the reported drought tolerance of 
switchgrass [38]. Theoretical ethanol yield is often used to demonstrate conversion 
potential for bioenergy crops based on carbohydrate compositions; however, it is 
just an estimate of potential yield and is based on assumptions of 100% conver-
sion of carbohydrates to ethanol. In reality, there are many other considerations 
regarding biomass composition that can affect the pretreatment, enzymatic hydro-
lysis, and fermentation steps that are necessary to convert biomass to products in 
biochemical conversion. Hoover et al. [34] reported that Miscanthus carbohydrate 
yields from dilute-acid pretreatment and enzymatic hydrolysis were actually higher 
in drought affected plants compared to those grown in a non-drought year, which 
was hypothesized to be a result of higher extractable glucose and lower lignin con-
tents. It is thought that reduced lignin content, observed in some drought-stressed 
plants, can decrease recalcitrance by creating better access to cell wall carbohy-
drates and increasing conversion efficiency, but changes in lignin distribution in tis-
sues may also play a role in cell wall degradability in water stressed plants [35, 43]. 
The increase in carbohydrate yields is not isolated to dilute-acid pretreatment and 
enzymatic hydrolysis, as drought-stressed Miscanthus had increased carbohydrate 
yields in mild-alkali pretreatment and enzymatic saccharification [39] and after 
a mild hot water pretreatment and saccharification in nutrient rich environments 
[28]; in both studies this trend was either less pronounced or not present for leaves 
when compared to stems. A tall fescue mixture also had few significant increases in 
carbohydrate conversion yields, thought to be a result of less severe drought grow-
ing conditions [34]. A recent report documented increased extractability of pectin 
components in the cell wall ultrastructure of loblolly pine in response to low soil 
moisture [44]. Increases in cell wall elasticity have been observed under moisture 
stress conditions in Pinus radiata and may be related to drought tolerance [45]. 
Pattathil et al. [44] suggested that stress-induced alterations in cell wall elasticity 
may involve cell wall loosening processes that result from rearrangement of struc-
tural cell wall components like pectins and hemicelluloses. Increased elasticity of 
plant cell walls in biomass may pose further challenges to feeding, handling, and 
physical/mechanical deconstruction of biomass that is requisite for biochemical 
conversion. Understanding the changes in cell wall structure, chemical compo-
nents, and physical properties imparted by drought stress is critical to informing 
how these properties can be exploited to improve bioprocessing of lignocellulosic 
feedstocks to biofuels and co-products.
It must also be considered how drought impacts the formation of certain degra-
dation products that decrease conversion efficiencies though inhibition of enzymes 
during enzymatic hydrolysis and microorganisms during the fermentation step in a 
biochemical conversion process. For Miscanthus pretreated with dilute acid, enzy-
matic and fermentation inhibitors did not increase, however, this was likely a result 
of the dilute-acid pretreatment temperatures being lower than those required to 
form inhibitors [34]. In contrast, fermentation inhibitors were increased in drought 
stressed switchgrass in a study by Ong et al. [32] where the switchgrass was 
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chemically pretreated using ammonia fiber expansion (AFEX). Specifically, the 
increase in soluble sugars formed during drought conditions generated pyrazines 
and imidazoles in the AFEX pretreatment that inhibited growth of the fermenta-
tion organism S. cerevisiae. These two studies highlight the need to understand 
drought impacts on plant biochemistry as well as intermediate and final product 
yields in order to mitigate these impacts. For example, technology developers in 
areas that are non-irrigated and prone to drought, either currently or in future 
climate scenarios, should consider the best pretreatment options for a biochemical 
conversion process based on the chemical profile of drought-stressed feedstock. In 
addition, a refiner could tailor pretreatment severity to the chemical composition 
of the biomass entering a facility to optimize product yields by limiting inhibitor 
formation with the least reduction in carbohydrate product yields. Future research 
and development activities might focus on enzyme and microorganism develop-
ment to better handle inhibitors formed as a result of increased extractive com-
ponents during uncontrollable environmental conditions. Finally, blending either 
prior to pretreatment or between different steps in the conversion process could 
be used to control intermediate or product yields and/or reduce concentrations of 
inhibitors to tolerable levels [46].
4. Conclusions
Drought is a risk for the bioenergy industry that is likely to increase in future 
years. Current knowledge and resources regarding drought impacts on crop yields, 
quality of biomass, and conversion performance can be used for determining 
research and development directions and mitigation strategies. Weather patterns 
and water resources are important considerations early in the process of site and 
feedstock selection for a facility where matching genotypes to conditions can sup-
port optimization of yields. Irrigation may be an option in certain cases, but there 
are implementation costs and water resources may not be an available or sustainable 
option given that a vast amount of water resources are currently consumed for 
agriculture. The scenarios in this chapter examine an alternative approach demon-
strating that supply system design can reduce supply chain risk related to drought; 
these advanced supply systems hold promise for future biorefineries. Supply risk 
associated with drought needs to consider crop yield losses, in addition to biomass 
chemical changes. Data from a RFP field study of four energy crops, representing 
a variety of nitrogen application treatments and genotypes, showed how biomass 
lignocellulosic components—glucan, xylan, and lignin—were lower for a drought 
year compared to a non-drought year. Current literature was used to describe how 
drought related chemical changes propagate from the field through the conversion 
process, and planning and mitigation can be implemented throughout the system 
to reduce risk to the biomass producer and biorefinery. Drought induced chemical 
changes can create inhibitors during pretreatment, a step in biochemical conversion 
processes, that decrease the efficiency of the conversion process, which reinforces 
the need for careful selection of pretreatment methodology and severity based on 
location and biomass used. In addition, research and development is necessary for 
enzyme and microorganism development as well as to fully understand species’ 
specific response to drought and support breeding programs to produce bioenergy 
cultivars with traits like increased water use efficiency. Finally, an advanced supply 
system can supply a refinery with more consistent biomass amounts year to year 
reducing operating risk, but a refinery may still receive feedstock with varying 
quality, even in a given year. Therefore, in-line techniques to monitor biomass 
chemistry entering a facility could be used to blend biomass or intermediates to 
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specifications or adjust pretreatment severity to minimize degradation of soluble 
components generated during drought stress.
Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the Regional Feedstock Partnership (RFP) mem-
bers, particularly those from South Dakota State University, Kansas State University, 
University of Georgia, and University of Nebraska, where the RFP experiments were 
executed and crops produced that were used in the analysis in this chapter. Drought 
maps in Figure 3 were courtesy of the National Drought Mitigation Center at the 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln, the United States Department of Agriculture, and 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Authors of the continental 
U.S. maps are: Eric Luebehusen, USDA (2010); Anthony Artusa, NOAA/ NWS/
NCEP/CPC (2012). Authors of the Georgia maps are: Matthew Rosencrans, CPC/
NCEP/NWS/NOAA (2009); David Miskus, NOAA/NWS/NCEP/CPC (2011). 
Finally, the authors would like to thank the National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
for biomass characterization and the following Idaho National Laboratory col-
leagues: Garold Gresham, Leilani Beard, Mary Bingham, Karen Delezene-Briggs, 
Matthew Bryant, Sergio Hernandez, Sabrina Morgan, and Brad Thomas.
Financial and competing interests disclosure
This research was supported by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office of 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), Bioenergy Technologies Office 
(BETO), under DOE Idaho Operations Office Contract DE-AC07-05ID14517. The views 
expressed in the article do not necessarily represent the views of the U.S. Department of 
Energy or the United States Government. The US Government retains and the pub-
lisher, by accepting the article for publication, acknowledges that the US Government 
retains a nonexclusive, paid-up, irrevocable, worldwide license to publish or reproduce 
the published form of this manuscript, or allow others to do so, for US Government 
purposes. The authors have no other relevant affiliations or financial involvement with 
any organization or entity with a financial interest in or financial conflict with the 
subject matter or materials discussed in the manuscript apart from those disclosed. No 
writing assistance was utilized in the production of this manuscript.
Notes
Chemical composition data presented in this book chapter are available in the 
Bioenergy Feedstock Library (bioenergylibrary.inl.gov).
11
© 2019 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This chapter is distributed under the terms 
of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited. 
Drought Impacts on Bioenergy Supply System Risk and Biomass Composition
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.85295
Author details
Amber Hoover*, Rachel Emerson, Jason Hansen, Damon Hartley and Allison Ray
Idaho National Laboratory, Idaho Falls, ID, USA
*Address all correspondence to: amber.hoover@inl.gov
12
Drought - Detection and Solutions
[1] Bauen A, Berndes G, Junginger M,  
Londo M, Vuille F, Ball R, et al. 
Bioenergy—A Sustainable and Reliable 
Energy Source: Main Report. IEA 
Bioenergy; 2009
[2] U.S. Department of Energy. In: 
Efroymson RA, Langholtz MH, Johnson 
KE, Stokes BJ, editors. Billion-Ton 
Report: Advancing Domestic Resources 
for a Thriving Bioeconomy, Volume 2: 
Environmental Sustainability Effects 
of Select Scenarios from Volume 1. 
Oak Ridge, TN, Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory, 2017 ORNL/TM-2016/727; 
2016. DOI: 10.2172/1338837
[3] Stone KC, Hunt PG, Cantrell KB,  
Ro KS. The potential impacts of biomass 
feedstock production on water resource 
availability. Bioresource Technology. 
2010;101(6):2014-2025. DOI: 10.1016/j.
biortech.2009.10.037
[4] Peterson TC, Heim RR Jr, Hirsch R, 
Kaiser DP, Brooks H, Diffenbaugh NS, 
et al. Monitoring and understanding 
changes in heat waves, cold waves, 
floods, and droughts in the United 
States: State of knowledge. Bulletin of 
the American Meteorological Society. 
2013;94(6):821-834. DOI: 10.1175/
bams-d-12-00066.1
[5] Williams IN, Torn MS, Riley WJ, 
Wehner MF. Impacts of climate 
extremes on gross primary production 
under global warming. Environmental 
Research Letters. 2014;9(9):1-10. DOI: 
10.1088/1748-9326/9/9/094011
[6] Wehner M, Easterling DR, 
Lawrimore JH, Heim RR Jr, Vose RS, 
Santer BD. Projections of future drought 
in the continental United States and 
Mexico. Journal of Hydrometeorology. 
2011;12(6):1359-1377. DOI: 
10.1175/2011jhm1351.1
[7] Hansen J, Sato M, Ruedy R.  
Perception of climate change. Proceedings 
of the National Academy of Sciences 
of the United States of America. 
2012;109(37):E2415-E2423. DOI: 
10.1073/pnas.1205276109
[8] Langholtz M, Webb E, Preston BL, 
Turhollow A, Breuer N, Eaton L, et al. 
Climate risk management for the US 
cellulosic biofuels supply chain. Climate 
Risk Management. 2014;3:96-115
[9] Rippey BR. The U.S. drought of 
2012. Weather and Climate Extremes. 
2015;10(Part A):57-64. DOI: 10.1016/j.
wace.2015.10.004
[10] U.S. Department of Energy. 
Biorefinery Optimization Workshop 
Summary Report. 2016
[11] Earl HJ, Davis RF. Effect of 
drought stress on leaf and whole 
canopy radiation use efficiency and 
yield of maize. Agronomy Journal. 
2003;95(3):688-696
[12] Samarah NH. Effects of drought 
stress on growth and yield of 
barley. Agronomy for Sustainable 
Development. 2005;25(1):145-149. DOI: 
10.1051/agro:2004064
[13] Keyvan S. The effects of drought 
stress on yield, relative water content, 
proline, soluble carbohydrates and 
chlorophyll of bread wheat cultivars. 
Journal of Animal & Plant Sciences. 
2010;8:1051-1060
[14] Sanford GR, Oates LG, Jasrotia P,  
Thelen KD, Robertson GP, Jackson RD.  
Comparative productivity of alternative 
cellulosic bioenergy cropping systems 
in the North Central USA. Agriculture, 
Ecosystems and Environment. 
2016;216:344-355
[15] Barney JN, Mann JJ, Kyser GB,  
Blumwald E, Van Deynze A, DiTomaso 
JM. Tolerance of switchgrass to 
extreme soil moisture stress: Ecological 
References
13
Drought Impacts on Bioenergy Supply System Risk and Biomass Composition
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.85295
implications. Plant Science. 
2009;177(6):724-732. DOI: 10.1016/j.
plantsci.2009.09.003
[16] Gill JR, Burks PS, Staggenborg SA, 
Odvody GN, Heiniger RW, Macoon B, 
et al. Yield results and stability analysis 
from the sorghum regional biomass 
feedstock trial. Bioenergy Research. 
2014;7(3):1026-1034. DOI: 10.1007/
s12155-014-9445-5
[17] Perrier L, Rouan L, Jaffuel S, 
Clement-Vidal A, Roques S, Soutiras A,  
et al. Plasticity of sorghum stem 
biomass accumulation in response to 
water deficit: A multiscale analysis from 
internode tissue to plant level. Frontiers 
in Plant Science. 2017;8:1-14. DOI: 
10.3389/fpls.2017.01516
[18] Kaplan S, Garrick BJ. On the 
quantitative definition of risk. Risk 
Analysis. 1981;1(1):11-27
[19] Lamers P, Roni MS, Tumuluru 
JS, Jacobson JJ, Cafferty KG, Hansen 
JK, et al. Techno-economic analysis 
of decentralized biomass processing 
depots. Bioresource Technology. 
2015;194:205-213. DOI: 10.1016/j.
biortech.2015.07.009
[20] Hansen JK, Jacobson JJ, Roni MS.  
Quantifying supply risk at a cellulosic 
biorefinery. In: Chichadly K, Saeed K, 
editors. 33rd International Conference 
of the System Dynamics Society; 19-23 
July 2015. Cambridge, MA, USA: System 
Dynamics Society; 2015. pp. 1255-1279
[21] Hansen JK, Lipow J. Accounting for 
systematic risk in benefit-cost analysis: 
A practical approach. Journal of 
Benefit-Cost Analysis. 2013;4(3): 
361-373. DOI: 10.1515/jbca-2013-0008
[22] Hess J, Kenney K, Ovard L, Searcy E, 
Wright C. Commodity-Scale Production 
of an Infrastructure-Compatible Bulk 
Solid form Herbaceous Lignocellulosic 
Biomass. Idaho Falls, ID: Idaho National 
Laboratory; 2009
[23] Kenney KL, Smith WA, Gresham GL, 
Westover TL. Understanding biomass 
feedstock variability. Biofuels. 
2013;4(1):111-127
[24] Argo AM, Tan EC, Inman D, 
Langholtz MH, Eaton LM, Jacobson JJ,  
et al. Investigation of biochemical 
biorefinery sizing and environmental 
sustainability impacts for conventional 
bale system and advanced uniform 
biomass logistics designs. Biofuels, 
Bioproducts and Biorefining. 
2013;7(3):282-302
[25] Searcy E, Lamers P, Hansen JK, 
Jacobson J, Hess R, Webb E. Advanced 
Feedstock Supply System Validation 
Workshop Summary Report. 2015
[26] Chaves MM, Maroco JP, Pereira JS.  
Understanding plant responses to 
drought—From genes to the whole plant. 
Functional Plant Biology. 2003;30(3): 
239-264. DOI: 10.1071/fp02076
[27] Lewandowski I, Scurlock JMO,  
Lindvall E, Christou M. The 
development and current status of 
perennial rhizomatous grasses as energy 
crops in the US and Europe. Biomass 
and Bioenergy. 2003;25(4):335-361. 
DOI: 10.1016/s0961-9534(03)00030-8
[28] da Costa RMF, Simister R,  
Roberts LA, Timms-Taravella E, 
Cambler AB, Corke FMK, et al. Nutrient 
and drought stress: Implications for 
phenology and biomass quality in 
Miscanthus. Annals of Botany. 2018:1-14. 
DOI: 10.1093/aob/mcy155
[29] Heaton E, Voigt T, Long SP. A 
quantitative review comparing the 
yields of two candidate C-4 perennial 
biomass crops in relation to nitrogen, 
temperature and water. Biomass and 
Bioenergy. 2004;27(1):21-30. DOI: 
10.1016/j.biombioe.2003.10.005
[30] Wright L, Turhollow A. Switchgrass 
selection as a “model” bioenergy crop: 
A history of the process. Biomass and 
Drought - Detection and Solutions
14
Bioenergy. 2010;34(6):851-868. DOI: 
10.1016/j.biombioe.2010.01.030
[31] Karsten H, MacAdam JW. Effect of 
drought on growth, carbohydrates, and 
soil water use by perennial ryegrass, tall 
fescue, and white clover. Crop Science. 
2001;41(1):156-166
[32] Ong RG, Higbee A, Bottoms S,  
Dickinson Q , Xie D, Smith SA, 
et al. Inhibition of microbial biofuel 
production in drought-stressed 
switchgrass hydrolysate. Biotechnology 
for Biofuels. 2016;9(1):237-250
[33] Emerson R, Hoover A, Ray A, 
Lacey J, Cortez M, Payne C, et al. 
Drought effects on composition and 
yield for corn stover, mixed grasses, 
and Miscanthus as bioenergy feedstocks. 
Biofuels. 2014;5(3):17
[34] Hoover A, Emerson R, Ray A, Stevens 
D, Morgan S, Cortez M, et al. Impact of 
drought on chemical composition and 
sugar yields from dilute-acid pretreatment 
and enzymatic hydrolysis of Miscanthus, 
a tall fescue mixture, and switchgrass. 
Frontiers in Energy Research. 2018;6:1-15. 
DOI: 10.3389/fenrg.2018.00054
[35] El Hage F, Legland D, Borrega N, 
Jacquemot MP, Griveau Y, Coursol S,  
et al. Tissue lignification, cell wall 
p-coumaroylation and degradability of 
maize stems depend on water status. 
Journal of Agricultural and Food 
Chemistry. 2018;66(19):4800-4808. 
DOI: 10.1021/acs.jafc.7b05755
[36] Owens VN, Karlen DL, Lacey JA, 
et al. Regional Feedstock Partnership 
Report: Enabling the Billion-Ton 
Vision. U.S. Department of Energy 
and Idaho National Laboratory; 2016. 
Document No.: INL/EXT-15-37477
[37] US Drought Monitor. National 
Drought Mitigation Center, University 
Nebraska-Lincoln [Internet]. Available 
from: https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/
Maps.aspx [Accessed: 22 January 2019]
[38] Owens VN. Sun Grant/DOE 
Regional Feedstock Partnership Final 
Technical Report. North Central 
Regional Sun Grant Center, South 
Dakota State University; 2018. 
Document No.: DOE-SDSU-85041
[39] Van Der Weijde T, Huxley LM, 
Hawkins S, Sembiring EH, Farrar K, 
Dolstra O, et al. Impact of drought stress 
on growth and quality of Miscanthus 
for biofuel production. GCB Bioenergy. 
2017;9(4):770-782
[40] Vincent D, Lapierre C, Pollet B,  
Cornic G, Negroni L, Zivy M. Water 
deficits affect caffeate O-methyltransferase, 
lignification, and related enzymes in maize 
leaves. A proteomic investigation. Plant 
Physiology. 2005;137(3):949-960
[41] Ottaiano L, Di Mola I, Impagliazzo A, 
Cozzolino E, Masucci F, Mori M, et al. 
Yields and quality of biomasses and 
grain in Cynara cardunculus L. grown in 
southern Italy, as affected by genotype 
and environmental conditions. Italian 
Journal of Agronomy. 2017;12(4): 
375-382. DOI: 10.4081/ija.2017.954
[42] Lu ZJ, Neumann PM. Water-
stressed maize, barley and rice 
seedlings show species diversity in 
mechanisms of leaf growth inhibition. 
Journal of Experimental Botany. 
1998;49(329):1945-1952. DOI: 10.1093/
jexbot/49.329.1945
[43] Davin LB, Patten AM, Jourdes M,  
Lewis NG. Lignins: A twenty-first 
century challenge. In: Himmel ME,  
editor. Biomass Recalcitrance: 
Deconstructing the Plant Cell Wall for 
Bioenergy. Chichester, UK: Blackwell 
Publishing Ltd.; 2008. pp. 213-305
[44] Pattathil S, Ingwers MW, Victoriano 
OL, Kandemkavil S, McGuire MA, 
Teskey RO, et al. Cell wall ultrastructure 
of stem wood, roots, and needles of a 
conifer varies in response to moisture 
availability. Frontiers in Plant Science. 
2016;7:1-11
15
Drought Impacts on Bioenergy Supply System Risk and Biomass Composition
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.85295
[45] De Diego N, Sampedro MC,  
Barrio RJ, Saiz-Fernandez I, Moncalean 
P, Lacuesta M. Solute accumulation and 
elastic modulus changes in six radiata 
pine breeds exposed to drought. Tree 
Physiology. 2013;33(1):69-80. DOI: 
10.1093/treephys/tps125
[46] Ray AE, Li C, Thompson VS, 
Daubaras DL, Nagle NJ, Hartley DS.  
Biomass blending and densification: 
Impacts on feedstock supply and 
biochemical conversion performance. 
In: Tumuluru JS, editor. Biomass Volume 
Estimation and Valorization for Energy. 
Rijeka, Croatia: InTech; 2017. pp.  
341-359. DOI: 10.5772/67207
